The regional estimates were produced as part of the research project on "Unità d'Italia e sviluppo disuguale: la struttura creditizia e la crescita industriale per regioni dal 1861 al 1913" of the Ufficio Ricerche Storiche of the Bank of Italy. The authors alone are responsible for the material presented here.
distributed over the period of construction. New construction for improvements, and maintenance work, are typically not documented at the local level; the present estimates allocate the national totals on the basis of traffic.
Other social-overhead construction is estimated, in the main, from public budgets, complemented by estimates of privately financed work (mostly for the utilities). The data used for the national estimates typically carry a regional tag in the sources themselves, and the reconstruction of the regional flows is correspondingly straightforward. Absent regional cost indices, the regional current-price series are deflated by the national price indices; these common deflators introduce some common movements that are negligible in the case of new construction, but perceptible in that of (trend-dominated) maintenance. iv 3. Regional construction: levels Table 1 presents summary estimates of total construction (that is, new construction plus maintenance). Cols. 1 -4 report the regional averages from 1861 to 1913 for buildings, railways, other social-overhead capital, and their sum. Col. 5 reports the (here) standard measure of scale, that is, the regions' male population of working age in 1901; and cols. 6 -9 report the per-man equivalents of cols. 1 -4. These last numbers, scaled by the corresponding national averages, are illustrated in Map 1.
In none of these three broad categories did regional construction per man average as little as half, or as much as twice, the national average. The distribution of railway construction was even tighter than that, with no region reaching so much as 1.5 times the national average. Building construction and other social-overhead construction are characterized by a similarly tight distribution, save for two up-side outliers: the same two, in fact, Liguria and Latium.
Building construction seems tied not just to demographic growth, but specifically to urban/industrial growth: this may be why it was so much higher in Liguria and Latium (and even Lombardy) than in Apulia and Sicily, where overall demographic growth was close to Liguria's and higher than in any other region. v Non-railway public works were disproportionately lavished on Latium, with the capital city of Rome; and Liguria alone captured almost a third of Italy's military construction, mainly for the naval base at La Spezia, boosting the region's (non-building, non-railway) total by a third. vi In total construction, on the present metric, Liguria scores highest, followed closely by Latium. Liguria's population density was extremely high, and in a sense the per-man measure limits that region's advantage. If the figures in Table 1 are recalculated per square kilometer rather than per man, Liguria's average balloons to three times Italy's, with the runner-up near half that. Figure 1 is an alternative illustration of the estimates that yield Map 1. It confirms the suggestion that (outliers apart) the average construction of buildings alone tended to decline as one moved from North to South; on the present metric, railway and other social-overhead construction do not seem to share this geographic bias.
Regional construction: paths
Figures 2 -5 illustrate the corresponding time series (again covering maintenance and new construction together), again scaled by the regions' male population of working age in 1901.
In Figure 2 , which refers to buildings, Liguria and Latium again stand out. Construction there varied more than elsewhere. In Liguria, at the end of the period at hand, it reached levels without precedent or parallel; in Latium, and Latium alone, the sharp cycle of the 1880s is also apparent. The sustained upswing of the Giolitti years is also evident in the other major regions of the North and Center. The upswing came very late in much of the continental South, in Sicily (thanks in part to the earthquake of 1908) and in Sardinia; in the Abruzzi, where population was then rapidly falling, it never came at all. Figure 3 , which refers to railway construction, reveals a variety of patterns. Many regions display a local peak when the trunks were built. In the early years one can readily trace the extension of the rail line from Bologna to and down the Adriatic coast and then along the Ionic coast, the connection of the Roman and Tuscan systems across Umbria, and the construction of the Ligurian coast line; the later construction of the Sicilian and Sardinian trunks, of the link from Naples to Apulia across Basilicata, and of the final west-coast trunk in Calabria is similarly evident. In a number of Southern regions, and in Umbria, there was little else: these sharp new-construction peaks apart, the railway total coincides with the maintenance trend. The wave of secondary-line (and suburban tramway) construction in the 1880s is apparent in most Northern regions, the main Central regions (and especially Latium), and Campania; the late railway-improvement (and urban-tramway-construction) boom is even more specific to the North and the major regions of the Center. Figure 4 refers in turn to other social overhead capital. Specific episodes again stand out. In Piedmont, for example, the early peak is due to the Cavour canal, the late one (as in Umbria) to hydroelectric construction; in Lombardy, the sharp peak in the 1880s is due to municipal expenditure to embellish Milan. The main example here is the Apulian aqueduct: it accounts for the late peak in Apulia, and for the even sharper peak in Basilicata, crossed by the main conduit from the headwaters of the Sele in Campania. In the large, the Giolittian boom is again relatively widespread; but the two standouts are again Liguria and Latium, which alone reach high levels in the 1880s as well as at the end. Both regions owe their high overall average (Table 1 and Map 1) to their exceptional performance in the 1880s; and in both that performance seems due to a combination of high State spending, including military spending, and local-government projects. Figure 5 combines the preceding graphs to illustrate the path of total regional construction (per man), and the role of its components. Over the nineteenth century, the local swings in construction were due overwhelmingly to the bursts of railway work; the only significant exceptions are the above-cited cases of the Cavour canal in Piedmont, of Milan's municipal works in Lombardy, and the 1880s in Liguria and Latium. In the early twentieth century, railway work contributed significantly to the swings in total construction only in exceptional cases (Piedmont, Venetia, Tuscany); the late upswing was driven almost everywhere by other public works, and by the (nationally) unprecedented boom in residential construction.
Major-area construction
Italy' regions are traditionally grouped into three major areas comprising, respectively, the North-West, the Center/North-East, and the South (and islands).
vii Figures 6 -9 illustrate, by major area, the construction of buildings, railways, other social-overhead capital, and total construction. The upper graphs illustrate value added at 1911 prices (as obtained directly from Appendices A and B, without further scaling); the lower graphs, the area shares of the national total.
Perhaps the most striking aspect of the value-added graphs is the extent to which local idiosyncrasies are reabsorbed: the regional series often differ, but the macro-area series are broadly parallel, and their movements are altogether closer to those of the national aggregate. This convergence-by-aggregation is particularly noticeable in the case of railway (and total) construction, but present in other categories as well; in fact, the only significant exception is the failure of the North-West to register the building-construction cycle of the 1880s.
The macro-area value-added cycles are relatively similar, but not quite synchronized; the macro-area share series are correspondingly unstable, and vary sharply from year to year. Over the longer-term, the macro-area shares of building construction ( Figure 6 ) point to a secular rise in the share of the Center/North-East, and a one-time increase, around the turn of the century, in the share of the North-West. The share of the South correspondingly declined over time; it dropped especially sharply around the turn of the century, as building construction picked up in the South a full decade after it picked up in the North and Center.
In railway construction ( Figure 7 ) there was something of a regime change: the South's share was tendentially the largest until the end of the nineteenth century, and then much the smallest. As noted above, this seems tied to the switch from initial construction--which favored the South because North and Center were, in 1861, far better equipped--to construction to improve the existing lines where traffic growth had rendered them inadequate.
Other social-overhead construction is illustrated in Figure 8 . Excluding short-lived swings (as in the early years, and again in the 1880s), the North-West was generally a poor third, but with a tendency to grow; the South and especially the Center/North-East were typically much higher, but the shares of both these major areas slowly drifted down.
In the aggregate (Figure 9 ), finally, over the long term the share of the Center/NorthEast tended to remain high, or even to rise slightly. The South's share long matched or exceeded that of the Center/North-East, but then slipped to become a poor third; conversely, the share of the North-West remained the smallest of the three into the 1890s, but then climbed smartly and overtook that of the South. ii. The most significant modifications stem from the revision of the construction estimates related to the utilities' infrastructure; see C. Ciccarelli and S. Fenoaltea, "The Growth of the Utilities Industries in Italy's Regions, 1861-1913," Rivista di storia economica, in press. Unlike the national series, the regional series do not distinguish between public and private buildings.
iii. See the papers cited in note 1 above. A full account of the derivation of the national and regional estimates is available on request.
iv. For further details on the railway and other-overhead-capital estimates, and further series that separate civil and military or naval construction, see C. Ciccarelli and S. Fenoaltea, "Social-Overhead Construction in Italy's Regions, 1861 -1913 v. Latium obviously also benefited from a super-normal share of public buildings, which themselves represented over a tenth of the total. Income growth may also have mattered, of course, but this evidence is not in yet.
vi. Ciccarelli and Fenoaltea, "Social-Overhead," Table 1. vii. With the regions listed as in Table 1 , the three major areas correspond respectively to the first three, the next six, and the residual seven. 
